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it is possible to prove supernatural facts, and if it is,
what evidence is required to prove them.

This question has only, so far as I know, been
seriously raised on the sceptical side, by Hunie. It
is the question involved in his famous argument
against Miracles: an argument which goes down to
the depths of the subject, but the exact scope and
effect of which, (perhaps not conceived with perfect
correctness by that great thinker himself), have in
general been utterly misconceived by those who have
attempted to answer him. Dr. Campbell, for example,
one of the acutest of his antagonists, has thought
himself obliged, in order to support the credibility
of miracles, to lay down doctrines which virtually
go the length of maintaining that antecedent im-
probability is never a sufficient ground for refusing
credence to a statement, if it is well attested. Dr.
Campbell's fallacy lay in overlooking a double
meaning of the word improbability; as I have
pointed out in my Logic, and, still earlier, in an
editorial note to Bentham's treatisg on Evidence.

Taking the question from the very beginning; it
is evidently impossible to maintain that if a super-
natural fact really occurs, 'proof of its occurrence
cannot be accessible to the human faculties. The
evidence, of our senses could prove this as it can
prove other things. To put the most extreme case :
suppose that I actually saw and heard a Being, either